Received opinion has it that the Paracelsian movement in England did not rise much above the level of quackery before the seventeenth century. This view, represented by Allen G. Debus and Paul H. Kocher, is based on the apparent lack of contemporary critical debate of Paracelsian theory; there was, they suggest, a limited tolerance of chemical therapy, but little interest in the underlying challenge to traditional Galenism.' But Charles Webster has claimed that the only full-length Paracelsian apologia in English, Richard Bostocke's Difference between the auncient physicke and the latter physicke (1585), was not an isolated effusion but a sign of a general cultural shift which brought about the revitalization of alchemy and generated new confidence in the capacity of man to cure his ills and attain command over nature.
he wrote a significant early biography of her brother, Sir Philip Sidney (Nobilis, 1593), and the long and fascinating georgic poem The silkwormes, and their flies (1599). In 1584 he threw down his challenge to the medical establishment of the day in his ";apologetic dialogue" Of the validity and pre-eminence of chemical medicines.4 Moffet, the son of a London haberdasher, had gone abroad to study medicine in Basle after completing a Cambridge MA in 1576. There he came under the influence of Theodor Zwinger and Felix Platter,5 and aroused the ire of the faculty by making too obvious an attack on Thomas Erastus, anti-Paracelsian par excellence, in his MD thesis.6 He determined to campaign for the new doctrine in his native country, but first set up in practice in Frankfurt and toured Italy and Germany to build up experience and extend his scientific connections.7 In the course of these travels he met Godfrey Achtius, Petrus Monavius, Thaddaeus Hajek, and Joachim Camerarius, jun. Like so many Englishmen abroad, he stayed in Strasburg with Johannes Sturm, and was introduced there to Robert Sidney. In 1580 he returned to England, got married, busied himself with setting up a laboratory, and built up a fashionable practice. But he and his friend Peter Turner had some initial difficulty in being recognized by the College of Physicians. The Annals of the College for 3 November 1581 record that Moffet was to pay a fee of £8 annually for four years before being admitted as a candidate, and that legal action would be taken against Turner for practising for a whole year while refusing to be examined.8 It took another full year before matters were resolved between Turner and the College: in December 1582 it was decided that on a payment of £30 he would be recognized and the past forgotten.
Alchemy was clearly in the forefront of Moffet's mind when he examined some of the rarities Drake had brought back from his circumnavigation of the globe in September 1580. The astonishing amount of treasure Drake had amassed gave Moffet the opportunity of making, in a letter to Platter, a playful remark on the aspirations of the alchemists: Drake, he wrote, had found the philosophers' stone, and all frustrated alchemists should join him on his next voyage.9 It was not long before Moffet himself was abroad again, renewing his continental scientific connections. From June to December 1582, he accompanied Peregrine Bertie, Lord Willoughby of Eresby, on an embassy to Frederick II of Denmark. 10 The ostensible purpose of the embassy was to invest the king with the Order of the Garter, but it was also hoped to enlist his aid for the Duke of Anjou against the Spanish forces in the Netherlands. 1 Apart from acting as Willoughby's physician, Moffet was anxious to make contact with Petrus Severinus (Peder S0rensen) and Tycho Brahe. Severinus, an associate of Zwinger's, had been crucially influential in rehabilitating Paracelsus in the 1570s with his Idea medicinae philosophicae (Basle, 1571), in which the "bombastic" alchemist's doctrines are represented in elegant Latin prose.'2 It was to him that Moffet would dedicate the apologetic dialogue we have now to consider.
The De iure et praestantia chymicorum medicamentorum was the climax of the long period of preparation, study, practice, and accumulation of apparatus and medicines, after Moffet's graduation in Basle early in 1579. The work was directed both at a European and also a specifically English audience: the conservative medical establishment buttressed by the College of Physicians. 13 Moffet, it is true, published it in Frankfurt, the centre ofthe North European book trade, and it was to be many times reprinted in Laurence Zetzner's influential Theatrum chemicum.14 Undoubtedly it succeeded as a cosmopolitan work, being cited in turn by such authorities as Libavius and du Chesne.'5 But it was also intended to draw the English medical fraternity into the continental arena. At one point, perhaps more in hope than conviction, Moffet included "nostra tota divisa orbe Britannia"16 in a list ofcountries that, in the modern age, "omnium artium dominae & sospitatrices florent".'7 The work ended with an imaginary letter to "Endymion Luddipolensis", a letter which constituted, in effect, a progressive appeal to the outdated and idle London College: When it came to ancient authors, Moffet was no iconoclast, but he did require traditional learning to be subject to the scrutiny of modern scientific enquiry. The Paracelsians indeed claimed to be reviving the pristine Hermetic tradition of medicine; hence Bostocke's title, in which "the latter Physicke" refers in fact to the Galenists. But inasmuch as the Paracelsian movement was a new development, Moffet compared the modern medical scientist to a raven taking a point of vantage at the top of the house, looking, to the other ravens on the ground, like a tiny sparrow, but able to see further and more accurately (pp. 83-4).
Another representative feature of the De iure is the association of the new medicine with the Reformation, though Moffet was more restrained in this regard than Bostocke. Where Bostocke speculated on the theological implications of the rival theories,26 Moffet invested the moral virtues of the campaign with religious significance. Perseverance in using reason to win over one's opponent and the effort, sacrifice, and energy needed in the search for truth and application of knowledge were for him the attributes of the truly Christian scientist. For example, Chemista reads out the inscription on his building: BASILICA CHEMICORUM; CONTRA QUAM OMNES GALENISTARUM COLONIAE NON PRAEVALEBUNT.27 Philerastus finds fault with the building's lack of ornamentation, which does not seem to suit such an advertisement, but Chemista rejects external splendour, both because it argues "ambition, not philosophy, foolishness, not knowledge" (pp. 20-1), and because such Mediterranean extravagance would be out of place in northern Europe. At the end of the prefatory espistle to the students of chemistry, Moffet called for divine help "ad Ecclesiam nostram medicinamque perfecte repurgandam",28 and once Philerastus is rechristened Philalethes ("lover of truth"), the pious fraternity between him and Chemista becomes a trifle suffocating. But the mood of the work is dominated by a sustained emphasis on evidence, reason, education, and objective re-evaluation of authority. In many respects the language, feeling, and argument anticipate Bacon's more famous appeal for the Advancement of learning. In particular, the De iure is remarkable for its satiric pungency and for the telling use of metaphors, as in this representation of the Galenists' dependence on authority:
Tamen video plerosque avitae doctrinae nimios aestimatores, ad Patrum authoritatem veluti Meniam aliquam columnam confugere, atque illud Pythagoreorum telum, auitos 4a.29
As so often with Moffet, there is something mischievously comical even in this quite serious argument. In subtlety and insight his attack is infinitely superior to Bostocke's pious lucubrations. 26 For a discussion of the Paracelsian attacks on Galenist "materialism", see Paul H. Kocher, Science and religion in Elizabethan England, New York, Octagon Books, 1969, pp. 250-3. 27 "The basilica of the chemists, against which all the outposts of the Galenists shall not prevail". 28 "For the perfect reformation of our church, medicine". De iure, op. cit., note 4 above, p. 12.
29 "I see many of them esteeming too highly the doctrine of the ancients, fleeing to the authority of the Fathers as if to some Menian column, and appropriating that weapon of the Pythagoreans, 'He himself said it."' Ibid., p. 80. The Menian column was a pillar in the Roman forum, at which thieves and refractory
The reception of the De iure on the continent was mixed. While the students to whom Moffet addressed the 'Epistola ad lectorem' responded with enthusiasm, the more mature Johannes Crato von Krafttheim protested against "deliria ista, qualia Mufettus & alii proferunt".30 He was personally offended that Moffet, who had previously expressed great admiration for him,31 had ranked him with the antiParacelsians, aligned against Zwinger and Platter, whereas he had been experimenting publicly with chemicals before he even knew the name Paracelsus.32 Perhaps understandably, he was contemptuous of the work: if Moffet thought he was going to fetter his opponents with such a dialogue, he was naive, for in it was "Nulla ... demonstratio, . . . Nulla terminorum connexio in argumentis, Paralogismi autem pueriles plurimi".33 Crato's personal objection may have been justified: as an enthusiast Moffet was too eager to assign to one side or the other members of an older generation to whom the battle lines appeared quite differently. Neither Zwinger nor Platter are today remembered as ardent Paracelsians. As for Crato's assessment of the argument of the De iure, he seems to have misunderstood its purpose, which is not concerned with demonstrating the fundamental truth of Paracelsian chemistry, but rather with secondary, broadly political matters of obstructionism; and the method of argument, by analogy, illustration and Socratic questioning, is rhetorically skilful even if, in Crato's judgement, not scientifically handled.
In England, Moffet felt that his opponents, incensed by his "apology", would stop at nothing to discredit him. He was surprised in July 1584 to find, having paid his fourth annual fee of £8 to the College of Physicians, that although he had been promised the next vacancy for a Candidateship, others were to be preferred before him. He wrote a spirited letter of protest to the president, Dr Gifford, implying that the fellows were trying to disqualify him on a technicality because he was just the sort of godly and progressive young physician who would disturb the genteel atmosphere of that privileged society: Doth any man except that I have not visited the Colledge for that place?34 let them remember that I did three yeares since: and yet indeed I visited not 2 or 3 of them, being suche manner of men as I will not vouchsaffe to speak unto, nor to bid them god speede. Doth any one feare lest I stepping in to your Society, will marre their musick and Jollyty? If he be a papist, he hath cause to support it, for I hate him with an unfainid hatred because he is an enemy to the truth of god and so consequently to our prince. But if he be a Protestant, god forbid I should do otherwise unto him, then unto the Ball of myne owne ey for he is the child of god and drawing in the same yoke.
slaves were scourged, and to which (perhaps more significantly for Moffet's purposes) bad debtors were summoned.
30 "Those ravings, of the kind Moffet and others produce". Letter to Zwinger, Breslau, 15 He attacked the Galenists, who are enticed away from learning by the sport of Venus and the tables of princes, for their idleness and complacency. The passage ends with a wry complaint about the passing of the Golden Age, when knowledge could be acquired without effort.
As might be expected from the aims Moffet set himself, the Nosomantica was, like Bright's Animadversiones, strongly influenced by the Ramist concept of "method".46 In an introductory epistle to the students in Basle he claimed that Hippocrates' writings are like aloes or lupins, good to eat but impossible to digest because of the bitter taste. It appears from this epistle that he hoped also to "methodize" Paracelsus. He demonstrated his independence of mind by comparing the Paracelsian writings to 43 "Every instrument in readiness for fattening, pampering, and exercising the body, but of those by which they may cure the mind or body that is wounded or diseased, not even one". Nosomantica Hippocratea, sive Hippocratis prognostica cuncta, ex omnibus ipsius scriptis methodice digesta, Frankfurt, Heirs a corn mill in which chemistry and medicine had been crushed together. Following the epistle, some commendatory verses by Peter Turner stress the point about the confused state of the Hippocratic writings. The work itself consists of a digest, in nine books, and, at the very end of the work, a fold-out sheet containing a diagram or "table", entitled 'Methodi Ratio'. The Ramism of this work is significant in that it marks an interim stage between Moffet's earlier, polemical works, and the great organizing skills of his mature Theater of insects and Healths improvement. It is also worth noting that he anticipated somewhat the charge laid against the Ramists by Libavius, that they expended too much energy on method and not enough on original research.47 Moffet is severe on intellectual idleness in the Nosomantica, and he and his friends were actively engaged in chemical experiments and entomology. The preoccupation with Hippocrates also reflected his desire to be associated with humanist Paracelsians like Severinus, who were anxious to avoid a merely iconoclastic approach to antiquity.48 Moffet's return to London, probably in time to take up his Candidateship in December 1585, was attended with some excitement over the appointment of a successor to Peter Turner as physician of St Bartholomew's Hospital. Turner had resigned to become a Member of Parliament, and now the College of Physicians pressed the claims of Henry Wotton, son of the naturalist, for the place, only to be frustrated by the efforts of Francis Walsingham, Burghley, and Mildmay on behalf of Timothy Bright.49 Turner, whom Moffet had known since his student days at Cambridge, was, like Wotton, the son of a distinguished naturalist, his father being William Turner, the Marian exile. Peter Turner later became physician to Walter Raleigh, and his son, in turn, was Professor of Geometry at Gresham College.50
Moffet mentioned that he took part in collecting specimens of insects,51 but there was an even closer link between them. Turner was married to Pascha, daughter of Henry Parry, chancellor of Salisbury Cathedral; Moffet's younger brother Peter married her sister, Jane, and in due course named his own daughter Pascha.52
Moffet The Pharmacopoeia failed to materialize then, but was revived in the reign of James I, and finally appeared in 1618. One of those involved then was Theodore de Mayerne, royal physician, who was later to publish Moffet's Theater of insects. He appears to have become interested in Moffet's work through contact with a certain Darnell, who had been Moffet's apothecary and was named as one of those required to attend the College's Pharmacopeia committee daily in 1618.58 From Darnell Mayerne obtained not only the manuscript of The theater of insects, but also a large number of prescriptions and formulae which he copied out under the titles, 'Praxis Mouffeti' and 'Pharmacopoei ... Mouffeti'.59 Moffet had clearly made an attempt to get his pharmaceutical information in good order.
His career as a medical controversialist effectively came to an end with the introduction of the Pharmacopoeia project, but two further incidents involving him are recorded in the annals of the College. The first occurred on 30 June 1590, when the meeting of the Comitia of the College of Physicians was held in his house in London, after a "sumptuous feast".60 One of the matters of business was the reading of a letter from Robert Devereux, the Earl of Essex, to whom Moffet was by then attached: the following year he joined him in the Normandy campaign.61 In the letter, 54 Theater of insects, op. cit., note 3 above, pp. 1123, 1149; Healths improvement, op. cit., note 3 above, Essex appealed to the testimony of "my physition Mr. Dr. Muffet", on behalf of Leonhard Poe, an unqualified doctor in his employ. The College's reply speaks for itself: they had examined Poe with all due regard to his Lordship's favour, but found him so utterly ignorant and unfurnished . . . as upon our credit we never remember so weak a man to have appeared before us. And albeit Mr. Muffet in respect of his dutie to your good Lord had before in deed something delt with us in his behalfe by letter: Yet beeing present at his examination and hearing his unexpected weaknes in so meane matters as were propounded unto him: was very much abasshed and sorie, that he hed been woon to deale in so bad a matter.62
It is unlikely that the matter was raised to embarrass Moffet in his own house, so one must assume that the incident was not thought to reflect on his character. At the very least it indicates that there was a point at which loyalty to Essex had to be sacrificed to professional pride.63
Moffet's last attendance of a Comitia meeting of the College of Physicians for nine years was on 20 January 1593.64 He then entered the service of Henry Herbert, second Earl of Pembroke, and indeed the only significant mention of his name in the Annals from this time onward occurred in January 1595, when the Earl wrote to the College on behalf of a certain "empiric" named Powell, who had claimed success in curing Sir Charles Morison65 of a tumour in the thigh when all others had failed. Moffet's opinion of the unorthodox cure was recorded: astonished, he had remarked that diseases are not cured by what is said and written, but by "experientia".66 This report may have been an attempt to discredit Moffet for advocating an irresponsible form of trial and error, though Sir George Clark has taken it as an example of a general trend of scepticism towards the ancient medical authorities.67 It is quite probable that Moffet maintained an interest in chemical medicine at Wilton, since Mary Herbert is said to have supported her own laboratory and employed Adrian Gilbert and "one ... Boston, a good chymist",68 but he was evidently too much concerned with entomology and attending on the Countess to remain active as a propagandist.
In medicine, as in so many aspects of English public life, the 1 580s had been years of conflict and uncertainty. There can be no question, now, but that in his first five years back in England Moffet had been carrying out a kind of crusade for the new medicine, and that his attitude to the College of Physicians had been, if not deliberately confrontational, at least touchy and suspicious. He was not the first to introduce Paracelsian ideas into England, but he was easily the most active, competent, and influential campaigner. By the time of his election as a Fellow and, soon thereafter, a Censor, of the College in 1588, he had established himself as a senior physician and won the respect of his colleagues. The introduction of chemicals into the London Pharmacopoeia can be taken as a mark of his success. It is important to recognize that despite the aggressiveness of his early approach Moffet was not an uncritical or ignorant enthusiast, and was quite willing to accept much that was valuable in the Galenist and Hippocratic traditions, as his subsequent medical writings, the Nosomantica Hippocratea and Healths improvement, amply testify. As early as July 1581, in a letter to Zwinger, he had registered his disapproval of a certain Talerus, whose fanatical defence of chemistry had led him to call Galen a devil and place Paracelsus amongst the gods.69 Even the reference to which Crato took so much offence in the De iure was really designed to illustrate the latter's tolerance rather than to brand him as an anti-Paracelsian. Furthermore, Moffet was throughout his career consistently dismissive of those alchemists who were still in quest of the philosophers' stone, this attitude culminating in a full-blown satirical attack in The silkewormes, and theirflies (pp. 44-7). In Healths improvement, again, he rejected the extreme view that mineral extracts could be substituted for normal food. His career, in short, projects the image of a passionate man with an open mind and a strong sense of humour. 69 Basle University Library, MS Fr.-Gr. II 28, 232.
